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FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
B O A R D  O F  E D U C A T I O N  

FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 
 
 
Work Session             MINUTES June 4, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 7:26 p.m. in the Board Room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue. The work session was called to discuss the 2012-13 budget 
and parent involvement.   
 

Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President  
 Sharon McConnell, Vice President 
 Silver Chord, Member 
 Wendy Dominique, Member 
 John Thies, Member 

Absent: 
     Sue Hull, Treasurer 
    Sean Rice, Clerk  
 
    
 

 

Staff Present: 
    Pete Lewis, Superintendent of Schools 
    Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
    Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary 
    Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary  
    Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Research & Accountability and Alternative Education 
    David Norum, Manager of Facilities Management  
    Louise Anderl, Director of Federal Programs 
    Pam Kimble, Coordinator of Professional Development  
    Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board of Education 
 
2012-13 Budget 
Chief Financial Officer Mike Fisher prepared and reviewed a memo regarding the administration’s 
proposals regarding final action on the 2012-13 Approved Budget which would be coming before the 
board for action at their regular meeting the following evening.  Mr. Fisher reviewed the budget memo 
with board members.  
 
Local funding for 2012-13: 
The assembly approved a local contribution amount of $47,000,000, which was $1,359,300 less than 
the school board requested in the recommended budget. Because of legislative changes that impacted 
the minimum required local contribution, the approved local contribution represented about 78.1 percent 
of the maximum allowed by statute. 
 
State funding for 2012-13: 
 

Career Technical Education (CTE) support – the state increased the foundation formula’s vocational 
education factor from 1.0 percent to 1.5 percent with the intent of providing an additional $587,090 for 
expanding CTE offerings to middle school students. Mr. Fisher believed the vocational education factor 
and associated funding would sunset after the 2015-16 school year. 
 
Supplemental aid – the state provided one-time supplemental funding totaling $2,694,190. The funding 
represented an increase of $556,300 over the current year’s one-time energy supplemental funding.  
 
Mill rate equalization – The state lowered the foundation formula’s required minimum local contribution 
from a statutorily mandated 4.0 mills to 2.65 mills of the full and true assessed valuation.  The action 
lowered the amount the state deducted from basic need funding, thereby increasing foundation funding 
by $3,152,760.  It was a one-time adjustment in the level of foundation funding.   
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2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Current statutes provided that foundation funding was reduced by 4 mills times “one-half” the annual 
increase in full and true assessed value, or an effective 2.0 mills.  In the future, the loss of foundation 
funding, as assessed values increased, would be higher than under the current formula.  The loss of 
foundation funding would be at 2.65 mills instead of 2.0 mills times the increase in full and true assessed 
values. By design, the one-time adjustment in the level of foundation funding would erode as assessed 
values increased. 
 
Impact aid deduct – the mill rate equalization legislation also lowered the amount the state deducted 
from foundation funding because the district received federal impact aid. Because the minimum required 
local contribution was lowered, the local contribution was relatively higher in comparison, and by formula 
the deduct for impact aid was lowered by $750,420.  
 
Transportation funding – the state provided an increase in transportation funding for both 2011-12 and 
2012-13. Transportation funding was not revenue recorded in the operating fund.  However, funding that 
was recorded in the transportation fund meant the operating fund no longer had to subsidize those 
costs.  
 
For 2011-12, about $1,582,400 in revenue would be recorded in the transportation fund. The operating 
fund subsidy of $1,127,690 would not have to be made and would be available to cover costs in 2011-12 
or lapse to fund balance. It had no impact on the 2012-13 budget other than it would help ensure there 
would be $2,116,290 in available fund balance the board was anticipating for use in 2012-13. 
 
For 2012-13, about $1,958,649 in revenue would be recorded in the transportation fund. The operating 
fund subsidy of $2,149,676 the board approved in the recommended budget would not have to be made 
and could be allocated to other purposes.  
 
Supplemental TRS/PERS – while it was less confusing to exclude state TRS/PERS on-behalf funding 
during the budget process, by statute the district was required to report and include those accounting 
estimates in the official budget report to the state.  
 

Summary of revenue changes in the Operating Fund 
from the Board’s 2012-13 Recommended Budget 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended Approved
Source Budget Change Budget

Local contribution 48,359,300      (1,359,300)       47,000,000      
Other local funding 1,079,800        1,079,800        
Foundation funding 113,884,350  113,884,350    
  CTE funding 587,090           587,090           
  Supplemental aid 3,500,000        (805,810)          2,694,190        
  Mill rate equalization adjustment 3,152,760      3,152,760        
  Impact aid deduct adjustment 750,420           750,420           
  Other state funding 1,984,290        1,984,290        
Federal impact aid 13,956,280      13,956,280      
Use of fund balance 2,116,290        2,116,290        

184,880,310    2,325,160        187,205,470    

Supplemental TRS/PERS 35,798,820      35,798,820      
184,880,310  38,123,980    223,004,290    
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2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Expenditures for 2012-13: 
The summary of revenue changes in the operating fund showed final local and legislative action resulted 
in $2,325,160 in revenues above what the board had anticipated in the 2012-13 Recommended Budget. 
In addition to the increased revenue, the board also had the flexibility to reallocate the amount 
previously budgeted for the transportation subsidy. 
 
There were some strings attached to the funding the legislature provided. It was the legislature’s intent 
that $587,090 be allocated for CTE purposes. And state statutes required an additional $131,416 be 
allocated to charter schools. These items were part of the administration’s recommendations. 
Additionally, the impact of any settled negotiations or anticipated settlements had been included in 
administration’s recommendations.  
 
The end result was an additional $1,252,931 remained to be allocated by the board. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The administration proposed the following items be added to the final approve budget: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Even with the additional revenue, the district would still be making approximately $6 million in personnel 
and program cuts. The additional revenue had helped to reduce the number of cuts; it would have been 
much worse if the additional funding had not materialized.  
 
 

Description $ Amount

Revenue above amount included in recommended budget 2,325,160$      
Transportation subsidy available for budget reallocation 2,149,676       

4,474,836        

Addit ional allocation of CTE funding (587,090)         
Addit ional allocation of charter school funding (131,416)          
Impact of negotiated/anticipated settlements (2,503,399)       

1,252,931$      

Description $ Amount FTE

Add back 1.0 fte PE teacher 102,065$          1.0       
Add back 1.0 fte DW music teacher 102,065            1.0       
Add back 1.0 fte FYF teacher 102,065          1.0      
Add back 2.0 fte reserve teaching positions 204,130            2.0       
Add back 1.0 fte HR/labor position 83,099              1.0       
Add back 1.0 fte warehouse position 58,818            1.0      

Add back curriculum materials 467,889            
Add Director of CTE 132,800            1.0       

Allocate CTE funding already in budget (1.5 teaching fte) 1.5       

1,252,931$       9.5      
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2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Board Questions/Comments 
Board members clarified the district’s average cost of a teacher for budgeting purposes had increased 
from 99,910 to 102,065 due to the recently settled Fairbanks Education Association (FEA) contract. 
Board members and the administration discussed several aspects of the proposed budget including the 
recommendation to add a career technical education director, restoring some funding for curriculum 
materials, and restoring one teacher each to physical education, music, and FYF.   
 
Mr. Fisher reviewed the process for adopting the budget, which would take place the following evening. 
The main motion to adopt the budget would be put on the floor and board members could then propose 
any amends they desired. He would have suggested language for the administration’s recommended 
amendments for the board’s consideration.  
 
Mr. Chord expressed his concern about getting information on the proposed cuts and recommended 
add-backs to the budget only one night before the meeting. President Brophy reminded board members 
the board had adopted the recommended budget with the recommended cuts in March. The board’s 
recommended budget had been presented to the borough in early April and there had not been any 
additional cuts since the recommended budget was approved. The positions mentioned during the 
meeting were suggested add-backs. Superintendent Lewis reminded board members they could voice 
any additional requests or suggested add-back positions and the administration would draft suggested 
amendment language for them. No additional requests or suggested add-backs were offered by any 
board member.   
 
Possible Eielson Downsizing 
Mr. Fisher prepared a memo outlining a rough estimate the proposed Eielson downsizing could have on 
the school district’s enrollment and funding. He reviewed the memo with board members, noting the 
estimates would be the worst case scenario.  
 
a.  The administration’s current projections for the 2012-13 school year for Eielson schools: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. The Eielson AFB/JBER SATAF report anticipated Fairbanks would lose 1,062 military students, so 

Mr. Fisher estimated the district would lose 1,005, based on projected enrollment, and would close all 
three schools.  

 
c. Currently, Anderson, Crawford, and Eielson projected enrollments generated 1,881 adjusted average 

daily membership (ADM), which when removed from the foundation formula meant the district would 
lose about $10,680,000 in state funding. Assuming a loss of ten intensive needs students, state 
funding would decrease by another $738,400, for a total of $11,418,400. 

 
d. The loss in enrollment could occur as soon as 2012-13. The domino effect throughout the community 

would likely mean the district would lose more than 1,005 students. But the exact number was 
unknown. 

 
 

School
Projected Operating Budgeted

School Enrollment Costs Staff

Anderson Elementary 272            2,560,879  25.27    
Crawford Elementary 302              2,575,188    26.62     
Eielson Jr./Sr. High School 431              5,399,472    50.10     

1,005           10,535,539  101.99   
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Possible Eielson Downsizing (continued) 
 
e. The Eielson AFB/JBER SATAF report stated the district received about ~$1.5m in impact aid funds “in 

arrears.” By Mr. Fisher’s estimate, the district received about $3,838,070 in federal impact aid funds 
attributable to Eielson, and by state statute they were received in advance of when they were to be 
utilized. The funds received in the spring of 2012, related to the official October 2010 counting period.  
By state stature the funds were to be set aside and utilized in the 2012-13 school year. The state 
considered them to be received in advance.  The downsizing of Eielson would potentially be reflected 
in the official October 2012 count period, reducing revenues to be received in the spring of 2014.  

 
f.  As part of the foundation funding formula, when federal impact aid revenues increased, the state 

reduced foundation funding. And conversely, when impact aid revenues decreased, state foundation 
revenues would increase. If the district were to lose $3,838,070 in federal impact aid revenue, state 
foundation revenue would increase by about $1,927,200, for a net loss of about $1,910,870. 

 
g. Based on the Eielson AFB/JBER SATAF report, the district would mostly likely close all three schools 

on Eielson. As shown in the previous chart, the overall operating costs for the three schools totaled 
over $10.5m. If the district did indeed lose over 1,000 students, then many of those costs would also 
go away. But it would still require utility services and some staffing to keep the facilities in a warm 
status. Mr. Fisher was uncertain if it would be the district’s or borough’s budget that would be 
responsible for on-going maintenance, routine, major, or otherwise. Some costs would just be shifted 
to other schools. Superintendent Lewis noted the buildings were owned by the borough.  

 
h. Next year, pupil transportation funding was based on enrollment. Losing 1,005 students would cut 

transportation funding by about $847,200. Since the district operates a tiered bussing system where 
each route serves a number of schools, and there would still be students to transport from Eielson 
and the surrounding areas to North Pole area schools, the district might not be able to cut any current 
routes. In future years, the state planned on funding “approved routes” instead of funding by 
enrollment. 

 
I.  Food Service would be impacted, but the majority of the costs were covered by federal 

reimbursement of meals and charges for meals. The district was thankful the central kitchen was 
relocated off of Eielson a few years ago or it would have been a major concern for districtwide meal 
service.    

 

In summary, based on a net loss of 1,005 students: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Board Questions/Comments 
Board members asked several questions regarding the effective date of the proposed move, enrollment 
counts, the timing of the move in relation to count periods, local students versus students of active duty 
personnel, and funding. The move was expected, if it went forward, in March or April 2013.  There was 
the possibility of families with school age children moving before the school term began so they would 
not have to move mid-year. 
 

Description $ Amount Staff

Loss of state foundation revenue because of drop in enrollment (11,418,400)   (101.99)   
Loss of federal impact aid revenue (3,838,070)   
State foundation revenue adjustment because of less impact aid 1,927,200      
Loss of pupil transportation funding (847,200)        

If we save 90% of current facility operating costs 9,481,980      

(4,694,490)   (101.99)  
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Possible Eielson Downsizing (continued) 
 
Until the district knew the end result of the downsizing, it was difficult to predict what would actually 
happen. There were many unknowns, as well as staff contractual obligations to consider. The timing of 
the move would also be crucial to the district’s funding. The district could find itself in the position of 
contractually having to pay staff, but without the resources to do so.  The move could have devastating 
consequences to the district and community.  
 
Superintendent Lewis reiterated Mr. Fisher’s memo reflected the worst case scenario.  The district would 
be watching the situation closely.  In a perfect scenario the squadron would stay and it would all be a 
mute point.  
 
Parent Involvement 
Louise Anderl, federal programs director, and Pam Kimble, professional development coordinator, made 
a presentation to the board on the Parenting Partners program. The Parenting Partners program helped 
parents: 
 
 Get children to obey family rules 

 Avoid the homework hassle 

 Reduce family stress and frustration 

 Get through to and learn from children 

 Use effective communication skills 

 Help children to be successful  

 
In 2012-13, there would be a total of twelve schools (both Title I and non-Title I) participating in the 
program: Anne Wien Elementary, Arctic Light Elementary, Badger Elementary, Barnette Magnet, Denali 
Elementary, Hunter Elementary, Joy Elementary, Nordale Elementary, North Pole Elementary, Salcha 
Elementary, Two Rivers K-8 School, and Randy Smith Middle School.  
 
The program provided parents with tools and strategies to take home and put to immediate use.  
Parenting Partners workshops combined parenting and leadership skills that empowered parents to 
become vital contributors to their children’s academic success. The workshops were presented by each 
school’s own trained facilitator team, creating a sustainable cadre of parent leaders. The program built 
parenting skills that produced effective parents. It showed parents how to successfully partner with the 
school.  The program focused on three critical outcomes: positive parent engagement; improved student 
academics; and providing a strong home learning environment.  
 
Board Questions/Comments 
Board members appreciated the presentation and thought it offered many great tools and strategies for 
parents. They asked about tracking parent involvement and evaluating the program to see if it had made 
a difference. The administration would be looking at the data to determine its success and effectiveness. 
Board members were interested if the program could be used in all schools. The administration was 
looking at tailoring the program to meet the needs of students at all grade levels.  
 
Board members voiced their support for the program and thought it might also help with discipline and 
attendance issues. They liked the aspect of the program being parent-led. Board members and the 
administration discussed evaluation tools used in the program; how the six types of successful parent 
involvement fit with the program; funding for the program outside Title I schools; and different options for 
program structure and delivery.  
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Parent Involvement (continued) 
 
Ms. Anderl and Ms. Kimble assured board members the six keys of successful parent partnership and 
involvement meshed well with the Parenting Partners program. President Brophy and Mrs. Dominique 
had volunteered to serve on the Parent Involvement Task Force. The administration would work on 
recruiting some principals and parents to also serve on the task force. They hoped to meet over the 
summer.  
 
The board was unanimous in their support of the program. It was noted board members were not aware 
of the Parenting Partners program before the presentation. President Brophy hoped the presentation 
helped board members to know there were good things happening in the district.  
  
Board Comments/Discussion 
None  
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:58 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  


